DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 368 196 FL 021 962

AUTHOR Oberg, Robin

TITLE Effects of ESL Time and Class Size on the Achievement
of LEP Students.

PUB DATE Nov 93

NOTE 59p.

PUB TYPE Reports - Research/Technical (143)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PCO3 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Academic Achievement; *Achievement Gains; *Class

Size; Comparative Analysis; “English (Second
Language); Grade l; *Limited English Speaking;
Primary Education; Reading Skills; *Scheduling;
Speech Skills; *Time Factors (Learning)

ABSTRACT

A study investigated the relative effect of 45-minute
and 90-minute daily instruction in English as a Second: Language (ESL)
on limited English proficient (LEP) first—graders' language and
overall achievement. The subjects were two groups of pupils from
different schools: (1) 13 pupils from 7 language backgrounds,
receiving 45 minutes of instruction daily; and (2) 17 pupils
representing 5 native languages, receiving 90 minutes of instruction.
Data used for analysis included reading and language test scores,
oral language proficiency test scores, and teacher-provided
information on overall grades. Results indicate that the pupils in
shorter ESL class, which was also smaller, made higher grades in the
regular classroom than did the other group. The short-class group
also had higher oral proficiency test scores, but not significantly
higher reading and language test scores. It is concluded that class
size and time may have some significant effect on regular classroom
achievement and oral language achievement but not may not affect
scores on standardized achievement tests. (MSE)

e e ol e e v v 2o ol v vl ol e o de v ol ol v o sl e e v v v o v v v ol e ot e e e g o A d e v S v v ot T o o e d o Dl v Sl e o o e ofe o e ofe e e e ole e e 0

e

Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made

* from the original document.

*
¥

ofe ol e e o e v e v v e vt e e e vl vle sl st e e e o' e v v vl v e vt o sl e e o o e Y e v o e S e o ot e e o S e e de e v e e o o e ofe e e e de ek ke ek




FL

o
()
ot
<
(of]
o)
| =
| EFFECTS OF
| ESL TI
ON'T TIME AND CLASS SIZE
HE ACHIEVEMENT
OF L
EP STUDENTS
by
Robin Oberg
“PERMIS
MATERIAL tns agesyno0lCE s
=
\c>\;‘ EEN GRANTEgHsls EDUCAT\ONALCFEEb%%‘%r:ES‘SC:NFORMATION
‘Jﬁ\ C s documem nas peen lep«oduced as
\O& roCewed jrom he person or orgamzahon
T Doulqmz:‘:::n“gea hav\e peen made 0 \mprove
raptoduction quahty
TO TH ' — /—/
INFO REE gléc;‘AI' ONAL RES * F:“o;::s 3:; v\l'\eo'\‘ ?e%p;:;g::ys\'t:;gi;ne\:;sjﬁﬁ :!\
\ CENTER {ER'?:??CES OERL postion of polcy
ASE 579

)
= A Research Project
sam Houston State University
Dr. Jerry C. McGee .
November 29, 1993

BEST COPY AUARLASLE




ABSTRACT
Effect of ESL Time and Class Size on the Achievement of LEP Students
by
Robin Oberg

The null hypothesis for the study stated that there was no significant
difference between the achievement of first grade LEP students served in
ESL 45 minutes daily compared to those served 90 minutes daily. The
sample consisted of all first grade ESL students from the two elementary
campuses in CSISD with the largest LEP populations. One elementary putled
its students for 45 minute ESL classes, while the other provided 90 minute
ESL clagses. Data collected included ITBS reading and language scores, IPT
Oral Language Proficiency Test scores, and information provided by first
grade teachers of overall grades of ESL students in the regular classroom.
The 45 minute ESL clagges were smaller in size than the 90 minute classes.

Information regarding grades in the regular classroom was obtained
through a questionnaire and reported as frequency and percentage data.
The preponderatnce of evide.ce showed that students in the 45 minute ESL
classes made higher grades in the regular classroom than the g0 minute
students. Since the 45 minute classes have less students than the 90 minute
classes, class size may have some effect on the higher regular classroom
achievement of the students.

ITBS and IPT data were analyzed using t-tests. The differences of the
45 minute ESL clags above the 90 minnte ESL class proved to be significant
on IPT scores. The differences of the 45 minute class above the 90 minute
ESL clags was not significant on the ITBS scores. Class size and time may
have some significant effect on oral language achievement , but may not
affect scores on standardized achievement tests.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

General Introduction

English as a Second Language (ESL) programs are being formed in
increasingly more schools. ESL is designed to provide limited English
proficient (LEP) students with skills necessary to function successfuly ina
regular academic program.! There are a variety of program options
available for school districts. School districts design their ESL programs
based on the needs of the students. Variables that iafluence the kind of
program that is designed include: 1) student population, 2) individuat
student characteristics, and 3) district resources.2 College Station
Independent School District (CSISD) has relatively small numbers of LEP
students from many different language groups. These students are scattered
across grades levels and across schools.d

Because of the resources available, as well as the numbers and
characteristics of the student population, CSISD has a pull-out ESL program
at the elementary campuses. At the middle, junior high, and high schools,
ESL is a class period program 4

Schoot districts in the state of Texas are required to provide ESL
classes for LEP students.5 Prior to the 1990 school year, schools that served
LEP students with a pull-out ESL program were required to serve them for
not ess than 45 minutes daily. For class period programs, the minimum
time required for serving students was one class period.. During this time,
CSISD was able to serve all campuses with two ESL teachers. In 1990, TEA
provided school districts with a paper titled "Major Changes Regarding
Education of Limited English Proficient Students.” The paper was an update
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to the Texas Public Education Handbook: Sejected Public Rducation Laws
Rules and Explanations. Administrators were charged with the duty of
implementing the changes specified S One change specifically addressed time
requirement regarding the time LEP students must be served by the ESL

program.

In prekindergarten through the elementary grades,
instruction in English as a Second Language may
vary from the amount of time accorded to
instruction in English language arts in the regular
program for non-limited English proficient
students to total immersion in second language
programs.?

CSISD now serves most LEP elementary school students with 30
minutes of ESL instruction daily. This is why there are now four ESL
teachers employed by the district. One elementary school serves first grade
ESL students 45 minutes instead of the required 90, citing that the extra
time would not allow students to participate in the Write to Read program
newly implemented for first graders on that campus . The other elementary
campuses do not have that proéram, so all other first grade LEP students
recelve 90 minutes of ESL instruction? -

Statement of the Problem
Regular classroom teachers do fiot want students pulled from their

classes for long periods of time

11 e
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Purpose

The purposes of this study is to explore the issue of larger class size
and extended class time versus smatler ¢lasses and shortened class time
regarding the achievement of LEP students.

Importance of the Study
This study has important implicatiotis for ESL puli-out programs. It is

useful for schools that are trying to design an effective ESL pull-out pregram.
Districts will be able to use the findings of this study to help decide how
much time should be spent serving LEP students in an ESL pull-out program,

as well as determine ESL ¢lass size.

Definition of Terms

1. Home Language Survey (HLS)-a questionnaire required of all students
enrolled in Texas public schools, requires the indication of the language most

often used in the students home, and the language most often used by the
student, '

2. IDEA Proficiency Test (IPT)- an oral language proficiency testindicating
the student's proficiency in oral English. '

3. Limited English Proficient (LEP)-refers to students who are not proficient
in the English tanguage according to standards set by the state of Texas.

4. Oral Language Proficiency Test (OLPT)-a test given to determine the

student’s level of proficiency in oral English.

12




1 esis ,
There is no significant difference between the achievement of first
grade LEP students served in ESL 45 minutes daily compared to those served
90 minutes daily.

Limitations and Delimitations

This study is limited to the College Station Independent School District,
Texas. It is delimited to first graders at two elementary campuses, South
Knoll Elementary and College Hills Elementary during the 1992-1993 school
year,

Assumptions
1. There is a degree of consistency in teaching styles on and between

campuses in CSISD.

2. The ESL programs at these two campuses are representative of ESL
programs at all of the elementary campuses in CSISD.

3. The sample is representative of current and future ESL students in CSISD.

13




CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

& review of the related iiterature and research provided very little
information in the areas of class size and class time in relation to ESL.
Descriptions of ESL programs and rationale for such programs proved helpful
in identifying refated studies. Studies of specia! program evaluations,
inctuding ESL and Chapter 1 compensatory programs, proved insigut into
ways of measuring successful programs. Related studies identified quality
compensatory programs and discussed puli-out program effectiveness.
Other related studies focused on the class size, but the studies used college
classes as the samples.

Why do some school districts decide to implement ESL as a puli-out
program? In the article, "Different Types of ESL Programs,” McKeon reported
O'Malley and Waggoner as statiig that nearly one in four teachers has had
LEP students in class. McEeon continued to explain that if a district has
small numbers of LEP students from many different language backgrounds,
across grade levels and across schools, a pull-out program may be the only
 feasible solution.9 A pult-out program allows the district to group the
students by languages, language proficiency levels, and/or grade levels, as
well as provides for the possibility of one teacher who traveis to serve LFD
students at several campuses. For many districts, a pull-out program allows
for optimal use of teachers and other resources.

As for evaluating academic achievement of LEP students, several
studies were available. Vickie Lewelling reported Collier as listing the
following sources as tools for evaluating academic achievement of LEP

students: (1) teacher-made tests in each subject area, (2) grade point
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average, (3) tests designed by the school district to measure the attainment
of 1ocal school curriculum objectives, and (4) standardized fests.10

In 1988, TEA published a report evaluating bilingnal/ESL education in
Texas. At that time, there were approximately 274,145 LEP students in
Texas public schools. Ninety-three percent of the students came from
Spanish-speaking homes. Others were from Vietnamese, Cambodian, Korean,
Japanese, French, German, Farsi, Arabic, and Chinese language groups. The
achievement of these students participating in ESL programs was evaluatsd
using achievement test scores, Texas Educational Assessment of Minimal
Skitls (TEAMS) scores, oral language proficiency test measures, promotion
rates, exit rates, and mastery of essential elements.!! Approximately 71
percent of the districts with more than 1,000 students had ESL as a pull-out
program.iz In school districts with 5,000 to 9,000 students, about 36 percent
of the first grade ESL students exited the program in 1987.13 The study did
not report average class sizes or average class times for the ESL pull-out
programs evaltuated.

A 1990 report by Maria Ariza used achievement and oral language
proficiency test scores to measure achievement of LEP students in the New
Beginnings Program. The program was a transitionai program designed to
accelerate achievement of LEP students new to the United States.14 New
Beginnings was a program designed for secondary students in Dade County,
Florida. The students recieved three consecutive hours in ESL daily. LEP
students not in New Beginnings received two hours ESL instruction daily.
Although the test scores were inconclusive, the program was seen as
successful based on other criteria, including attendance, teacher surveys, and
student surveys.1o
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Similar to the New Beginnings Program, Austin Independent School
District published a report on its Newcomer Program. The goal was to raiss
achievement of LEP students who had been in the United States less than
one year, were illiterate, or had interrupted schooling. The students were
from Mexico, Vietnam, Pakistan, Guatamala, Honduras, and El Salvador.16
The program was designed £o have small classes. Students received four
hours of intensive language instruction, one period of physical education, and
two hours of content instruction. On the Language Assessment Battery
(LAB), an oral language proficiency test, given in the fall and the spring, the
students gained an average of nine raw points. Other assessments included
attendance, grade point averagés, credits earned, and drop out rates.1?

An evaluation of ESL programs in the Cleveland, Ohio public schocls
reported achievement of LEP students in terms of achievement test scores
and oral language proficlency test scores. The ESL program served 660
students in grades prekindergarten through eight. Each student was served
in ESL a minimum of 45 minutes daily. Using the California Test of Basic
Skills (CTBS), the students were tésted in the fall and in the spring.1d An
improvement of +7 NCE was expected on the CTBS. On the vocabulary
| portion, first grade LEP students averaged -13.19 NCE. In the falil, the
percentile rank for the first grade was 41 percent. In thé spring, it had
fallen to 19 percent.!9 Reading comprehension in the first grade group fell
from 52 percent to 26 percent.2° On the Language Assessment Scales (LAS),
the oral language proficiency test, the students showed a significant
improvement (p<0.5). First graders went from 4.15 to 6.58 on the
comprehension section of the LAS. On the oral production section, the first

graders went from 1.02 to 2.09.21
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All of the studies reported in this paper, and most of the ones
reviewed but not reported here, included achievement and oral language
proficiency testing as a means for evaluating LEP student achievement.
Although some of the reports make reference to small class size and more
time in ESL classes as ways to improve ESL programs, none of the studies
specifically attributes improved LEP student achievement to smali classes or
extended class time in ESL.

Some of the liferature reviewed was not specifically regarding ESL,
but many of the studies were appropriate because they addressed the
concept of pull-out programs. In addressing puli-out programs, these
studies included class size and time as factors affecting the programs.

In a statewide evaluation of compensatory education programs, TEA
cited the United States Department of Education as linkinig smali instructional
groups and increased instructional time to achievement.2Z In contrast, the
same study reported that a study done by Stavin and Madden concluded that
the more time students spent in pull-out programs, the less they learned.23

Stavin and Madden also addressed class size as well instructional time
in a paper on effective pull-out programs. They described one kind of
 effective puli-out program as the diagnostic-prescriptive program.

Qualifying students are assessed and given instruction appropriate to their
needs by a teacher in a location separate from the regular classroom. The
instruction is given to individuals or to small groups of three to eight
students.24 Conversly, Slavin and Madden also contended that instruction in
the diagnestic-prescriptive pull-out programs may not be much better than
that in the regular classroom. They claited it was unrealistic to expect that
30-45 extra minutes of instruction would make a difference in instruction.z>
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The results from the studies on pull-out programs stated that effective
programs have small class sizes and extended class times. The studies also
contradicted these results by stating that time spent in pull-ont programs
may not further achievement. Even though these studies applied to
compensatory education programs, they may have implications for ESL pull-
out programs as well.

Two studies addressing higher education have also heen reviewed
because of information addressing class sizes and instructional time. The
first study addressed language learning in England. Much attention was
given to the fact that classes seemed to be growing and that there was no
conclusive evidence that large class sizes affected achievement. However,
Coleman did find that teachers could overcome many hardships. The one
hardship that teachers did not seem to overcome was the unhapbpiness they
had about having large classes.26

In a study done at Bolton College, Maryland, Bolton studied
intermediated ESL students in a composition ESL class. The class was
originally divided into three sections of 25-30 students.27 The students were
from Asia, South and Latin America, the Middle East, Europe, Africa, India,
and other contries 28 Bolton hypothesized that one large class of about 100
students three times a week would be better than having three sections of
25-30 students each. This ailowed the teacher more preparation time and
more time for office hours.29 The conclusion was that there was no
significant difference in the achievement of the students in one large class
than the achievement of students in the smaller classes.30 The review of
these two studies suggests that, at least at the college level, class size has no

effect on student achievement.
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The review of the literature related to ESL, class size, and instructional
time was inconclusive. Although much of the literature made references to
class size and/or instructional time, the results were contradictory. Most of
the studies cited effective programs as having small classes, but class size
was not addressed as making a difference in student achievement. Many of
the studies mentioned innovative programs with extented time for
instruction, but instructional time was not cited as specifically affecting
student achievement. A review of the related literature and research
affirms the need for further study in class size and instructional time in ESL

classes. -
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Permission for the Study
Guidelines for conducting research in CSISD were provided by the

CSISD Office of Instruction. A letter explaining the reasons for the research
and an application in the form outlining the research project were submitted
to the CSISD Research Review Committee. John P. Rouse, Assistant
Superintendent for Curricutum and Instruction in CSISD responded with a
letter of approval from the Research Review Committee.

The Sample

The sample of this studies inciuded ail ESL first grade students from
the two elementary schools in CSISD with the largest LEP populations. One
elementary school served the first grade ESL students in a pult-out program
for 45 minutes daily, while the other campus served its LEP students 90
minutes daity. The 45 minute prograrm sample consisted of 13 first grade
students representing seven different first languages: five Korean, two
Chinese, two Spanish, one Persian, one Hindi, one Serbo Croatian, and one
Polish. The 90 minute program sample consisted of 17 first grade students
repregenting five different first languages: seven Chinese, four Korean, four

Spanish, one Buigarian, and one Hebraw.

The Survey and Analysic
A survey was designed to assess teachers' attitudes on time students

are, and should be, pulled for ESL instruction. It also provided input as to
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the teachers’ perceptions of ESL student achievement in the regular program
by asking for an overall average of ESL students in the regular classroom.

The questionnaire consisted of eight questions and was divided into
two sections. The first asked questions about general teaching experience,
experience with ESL students and ESL methods, and teacher preferences on
subjects from which the students should be pulled, as well as the amount of
time they should be pulied for ESL instruction. Question five asked from
which subjects teachers recommended pulling students to attend ESL classes.
Since some teachers chose more than one subject, the questionnaire was
renumbered, and each subject was treated as having a yes/no response. The
second part of the survey asked about amounts of time ESL students were
actually pulled for ESL instruction and grades the ESL students received in
the regular classes. A space was provided for any additional comments from
the teachers. For purposes of entering data, the questionnaire was treated as
having 11 questions.

The questionnaires were sent to all 26 first grade teachers in CSISD
with a letter briefly explaining the study, specifiying a deadline and method
for return, and providing information on availability of the resuits. The
surveys were collected by the ESL teacher on each campus. Nineteen
surveys were returned giving a 73 percent return rate.

Data from the questionnaires were entered on an 1100 Data Entry
Terminal using Scantron form §82-E in an IBM machine. The program
allowed the data to be disaggregated to provide percentage and frequency
data used to determine prepoderance of evidence. The data were
disaggregated to provide information on the regular classroom achievement
of students whose teachers reported 45 minute ESL classes and of those
whose teachers reported 90 minute ESL classes. The questionnaire also

21




13

provided information on how much time first grade teachers would like to
have ESL students pulled from the regular classroom for ESL inetruction.

The Data and Analysis
Data were gathered and reported by the ESL teachers from both

campuses. The ESL teachers provided data on class sizes, indicating 45
minute classes with six to eight students and 90 minute classes with nine to
15 students. Test data were taken directly from the Language Proficlency
Assessment Committee documentation. Data consisted of national percentile
scores on the reading and language portions of the Iowa Test of Basic Skills
(ITBS) and the IDEA Oral Language Proficiency Test (IPT) pre-test and
posttest. Since the IPT test scores are letter scores, A, B,C, D,E, Fand M,
with A being the lowest score, each letter was given a number value in order
to run statistical tests using continuous data. The numbers used
corresponded to the previous letters, 40, 50, 60, 70, 890, 90, and 100. The
IPT pretest and posttest scores were used to give an average gain over the
year for each group. A t-test was run on all data broken down to compare
the 45 minute group to the 90 minute group. The t-test was run on a
Macintcsh computer using “Statworks® software. The level of significance
used for this study was p«.05. "Statworks" was also used to produce tables
Figures were produced by "Microsoft Works" software on a Macintosh
computer.
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CHAPTER 4
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

Questionnaire
Nineteen of 26 questionnaires were returned ylelding a return rate of

73 percent. Of the first grade teachers responding, 32 percent had taught
one to three years, 42 percent had four to nine years teaching experience,
and 26 percent had taugh for more than ten years. Thirty-two percent of
the teachers had had some ESL methods training while 68 percent had had
none.

Eighty-four percent of the teachers reported having had ESL students
in first grade classes in CSISD compared to 16 percent who had not had ESL
students in CSISD. When given a choice between pulling ESL studeats out of
regular classes for daily ESL instruction for 45 minutes or 90 minutes, 58
percent of the teachers chose 45 minutes, 32 percent chose 90 minutes, five
percent responded that either was fine, and five percent did not respond.
Using a preponderance of evidence, the teachers preferred the shorter, 45
fainute ESL classes to the 90 minute classes (Figure 1).
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Teacher Preferences on Amount of Time Students
Should Be Pulled Out for ESL Instruction

For puposes of entering data, the question regarding preference of subjects
from which students should be pulled was broken down into four yes/no
questions. Thirty-two percent of the teachers indicated a preference for
pulling students from science. Sixty-eight percent did not choose to pull
étudents from science. Thirty-seven percent were in favor of pulling
students from reading, while 63 percent were not. Thirty-two percent
indicated a preference for pulling students from language arts, and 68

percent preferred that students not be pulled from language arts. Forty-
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seven percent favored pulling students from social studies compared to 53
percent who did niot choose to pull students from social studies. The highest
percentage of teachers favored pulling students from social studies over
sclence, reading, and language arts.

Righteen teachers responded to the last part of the survey indicating
they had had ESL students in their classes at one time during their teaching
careers. Ninety-four percent of the teachers had had students pulled out of
the regular classroom for daily ESL instruction. Six percent did not have the
ESL students pulled on a daily basis. Regarding generalized regular
classroom achievement of ESL students, most ESL students received A's and
B's. Thirty-three pecent of the teachers reported ESL student grades in the

100-9C range. Thirty-nine percent reported grades in the 89-80 range. Six
percent indicated grades in the 79-70 range, and six percent reported
overall grades below 70. Seventeen percent of the respondents indicated
other grade groupings and were reported as “other” for purposes of
reporting data. Forty-one percent of the teachers who had taught ESL
students in regular clagses reported ESL students were pulled for ESL
instruction 45 minutes daily. Thirty-five percent indicated students being
pulled for 90 minutes, and 24 percent responded with other times, indicating
either 30 or 60 minute pull-out programs. It is interesting to note that, in
disaggregating the data, 86 percent of the 45 minute ESL students recieved
grades in the 100-89 range compared to 49.5 percent of the 90 minute ESL
students in the same grade range (Figures 2 and 3).
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90-MIN. ESL/REG. PROGRAM GRADES
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Grades 45 Minute ESL Students Receive

in Regular Classrooms

Class Size

The mean class size of a 45 minute ESL pull-out class was 7.08. The
mean class size of a 90 minute ESL pull-out clags was 11.31. Using a t-test to
analyze the differences in the dlass sizes showed a degree of significance of
0.001. Since p<.05, thefe is a significance between the class sizes of the 45
and 90 minute programs (Table 1). To determine if class size difference
affected student achievement, analysis of test data was necessary. Since the

45 minute class size was significanty different compared to the 90 minute
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class size, analysis of test data was done using the 45 minute and 30 minute
groupings.

Table 1

A t-test Comparing 45 Minute ESL Class Size
to 90 Minute ESL Class Size

Data File: ESL Size/Time
Patred Samples...

Variable: Class Size /45 Class Size/90
Mean: 7.08 11.31
Std. Deviation: 1.04 3.04

Paired Observations: 13

t-statistic: -4.46 Hypathesis:
Degrees of Freedom: 12 Ho: pl = p2
* Significance: - 0.001 Ha: ut 2 p2
Class Time/Achievement

Figure 4 shows the IPT gains of the 45 minute class to be
approximately 33 points. The 90 minute class shows an IPT gain of nearly
17 points.
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Figure 4

Averages of IPT Gains in 45 Minute ESL Classes
and 90 Minute ESL Classes

A t-tost indicates p=0.019. Since p«.05, the IPT gains of the 45 minute class
over the 90 minute class is significant (Table 2), indicating that less time in
ESL puli-out classes reflected higher oral language proficiency gains in ESL
students. At the same time, since the 45 minute class is significantly smaller
than the 90 minute class, the smaller class size may have some bearing on
the higher IPT gains of the 45 minute class.
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Table 2

A t-test Comparing IPT Gains of 45 Minute ESL
Students to 90 Minute ESL Students

Data Fila: ESL Size/Achiev.
Paired Samples...

Yariable: {PT GAINS 45 IPT GAINS G0
Mean: 33.08 16.92

Std. Deviation: 13.77 17.90

Paired Observations: 13

t-statistic: 272 Hypothesis:
Degrees of Freedom: 12 Ho: pt =2
Significence: 0.019 Ha: p1 2 p2

Although Figure 5 shows the 45 minute class recleving higher
percentile rankings on the reading and language portions of the ITBS than
the 90 minute group,. a t- test determined the signiticance of the
comparisons. Table 3 shows the mean to be SS percent for the 45 minute
class on the ITBS reading compared to 43.77 percent for the 90 minute class.
Since p=0.144, the difference is not significant.
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Figure 5

ITBS Reading and Language Percentiles of 45 Minute

ESL Students and 90 Minute ESL Students
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Tableld

& t-test Comparing ITBS Reading Scores of45 Minute
ESL Students to 90 Minute ESL Students

Data File: ESL Time/Achisv.
Patred Samples...

variable: ITBS READAS ITBS READQO
Mean: 55.00 . 4377 )
Std. Deviation:  22.85 2759

Paired Observations: 13

t-statistic: 1.57 Hypathesis:
Degrees of Freedom: 12 Ho: pt = p2
Significance: 0.144 Ha: pt = p2

In addition, Table 4 shows the mean of the 45 minute group to be 59.46
percent on the language portion of the ITBS. The mean of the.go minute
group was 57.46 percent. A t-test indicated p=0.780. Again, the difference
was not significant. No significant difference can be seen between
achievement of students in 45 minute classes compared to §0 minute classes.
Concurrently, no significant difference can be seen between achievement of

students in the smaller class compared to the larger classes.
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Table 4

A t-test Comparing ITBS Language Scores of45 Minute
ESL Students to g0 Minute ESL Students

Datas File: ESL Time/Achiev.
Paired Samples...

Variable: ITBS LANG4S IPT GAINS 90
Mean: 59.46 16.92

Std. Deviation: 29.43 17.50

Paired Observations: 13

t-statistic: 467 Hypothesis:
Degrees of Freedom: 12 Ho: i1 = n2
Significance: 0.001 Ha: 1 = 2
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Smnmam
The review of {{terature related to the effect of clags size and class

time in pull-out programs on achievement was inconclusive and
contradictory. Related literature cited small classes and extended class time
as factors in effective programs, but did not specifically iink size and time
with achievement.

For this study, the sample was selected from the two elementary
schools in CSISD with the largest LEP student populations. The students
chosen were first grade ESL students during the 1932-1993 school year. One
elementary school served the first grade ESL students in a 45 minute pull-
ouf program in classes containing six to eight students. The other
elementary served first grade ESL students in a 90 minute puli-out program
in classes containing 9-15 students. Data collected included a questionnaire,
IPT test scores, pre and post, and national percentiles on the reading and
language portions of the ITBS. '

The teacher survey confirmed that classroom teachers prefer to have
the students pulled out shorter periods of time. Fifty-eight percent of the
teachers chose to have students pulled out 45 minutes, while 32 percent
chose a 90 minute pull-out program. The survey also revealed that students
who wefre pulled out for 45 minutes made higher grades than the students
who were puiled out 90 minutes.

There was a significant difference in class sizes between the two
groups. The 45 minute class had less students than the g0 minute class.
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A significant difference was found between IPT gains, with the 45 minute
class showing higher gains than the g0 minute class. No significant
differences could be found between ITBS reading or language scores of the

two groups.

Conclusions

Smaller class sizes with shorter pull-out times may positively affect
oral language proficiency of first grade ESL students. In addition, success in
the regufar first grade program, as measured by number grades, may also be
affected by pull-out time. Students pulled out 45 minutes made higher
grades than students pulled out 90 minutes. Neither class size nor pull-out
time can be connected to achievement on the ITBS reading and language
tests.

Since both class size and pull-out time were considered in this study,
it is impossible to draw a conclusion based on just one'factor_ Although the
study indicated that 45 minute classes with six to eight students seem to
positively affect ora! language achievement and grades more than 90 minute
classes with nine to 15 students, generalizations cannot be made about
shorter or longer time periods or different class sizes.

Based on analysis of data, the nuil hiypthesis was rejected in reference
to oral language proficiency and regular classroom achievement. There was
a significant difference between oral language proficiency achievement and
regular classroom grades of students in a 45 minute puit-out program
compared to a 90 minute pull-out program. The students in the 45 minute
program made significantly higher gains on the IPT, and a preponderance of

evidence shows higher grades in the regular classroom.




In reference to ITBS reading and language achievement, the null
hypothesis was accepted. There was no significant difference in the ITBS
achievement of students in a 45 minute program compared to the 90 minute

program.

Recommendations

For replication, the use of OLPT and achlevement test scores is
recommended. The scores provide a basis for evaluation that is consistent
throughout most ESL programs. Although it is difficult to pinpoint the
significant factor, using class size in conjunction with class time is also
recommended. Using one without the other may lead to inconsistent results.

The sample used for this study lead to a very limited generalization.
It could only generalize back to first grade ESL students in CSISD. In order
to generaiize to a larger population, a random sampling from several grade
levels is recommended. Another consideration to be made in choosing a
sample should be length of time the students have already been served in
the ESL program. Knowing this factor could help provide more reliable
findings between the two groups.

Based on the contradictory conclusions of this study and the studies
reviewed in the related literature, more research on this topic is needed. To
help districts plan the most effective ESL programs, extensive research is
needed regarding factors that create excellent programs. Class size and
program design, including ESL class time are key factors to be considered in

designing programs.
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APPENDIR R

RPPLICATION FOR RESEARCH
OCTOBER 6, 1993
ROBIN OBERG

Title: EFFECTS OF ESL CLASS TiME ON THE RCHIEVENMENT OF ESL STUDENTS

Researcher: Robin Oberg
i research project for ASE 579, Methods of Research,

Or. Jerry HcGee, Sam Houston State Unlversity

Theoret ical basis of study: ESL pull-out programs are designed to
teach |imlted-English speakers to become proficient in the English
language. The goal is for the student to be able to be successful
In the regular curriculun. TER has mandated longer time require-

"ments for ESL students to spend in ESL classes. The theory behind

the mandate is that the more time ESL students spend in ESL in-
struction, the sooner they ran become proficient and become part of

the regular curriculum.
A. Ressarch questions:

1. Does providing more time for ESL instruction affect class
size?

2. Does providing more time for ESL instruction raise
achievement of ESL students?

3. Does providing more time for ESL Instruction guarantee
a more rapld exit from the ESL program?

B. HNull Hypothesis: There Is no significant difference between the
achievement of first grade LEP students served In ESL 45 minutes
dally and those served 90 minutes dally.

Contribut fon of study to research In education: This study wiil

add much needed information in the area of ESL instruction. It

will show whether adding more time for instruction in ESL affects
class size. It will support TER's position on ESL time requirements,

or provide evidence for futher study and consideration.

- Sampling design and rationale: The sample will be chosen from two
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elementary schools with simllar nusbers of students. Rl flrst grade
ESL students from these to schools w!ll be used In the sampling to
provide g sufficlent number.

Amount of time required for the study: This study wll| be completes
by November 29, 1993,

Why CS1SD?

f. As an ESL teacher In CSISD, | am famlllar with the progras and
know how to access the data needed for the study.

B. This study is relevant to CSISD bscause we are current Iy having
sone problems trying to serve our fipnst grade students with ESL
instruction for 90 minutes each day. This study may revsal some
solutions for CSISD in handiing its ESL population.

Methodology

R. Data (to be collected by researcher)

1. ITBS scores

2. OLPT scores

3. Other data, such as nationalities, languages, free/reduced
lunch status, and student ages.

B. Survey of first grade teachers

C. Data wi!l be collected by November lé, 1933

0. Confldetiallty: AIl data will be reported as grouped. No
Indlvidual student or teacher data wll! be reported. |f achoo!
district and achool names need to remain anonymous, they wlll be
reported by geographic location (I.e. a district In central Texas).

E. Data analysis procedures: Data wiil be analyzed with the help of
Dr. NcGee at SHSU using a t-test, chi square or other appropriate
methods,

F. Final report will be submitted to CSISD by December 8, 1993,
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October 6, 1993

Dear Ressarch Revisw Commlittes:

This fall | was awarded a feilowship from Sam Houston State Unlversity
to continue my education and recsive a master's degree. One of the courses |
an required to take is RSE 579, Hethods of Ressarch.

Or. Jerry HcGee is teaching this course and has assigned us a research
project for this semester. The objective of the course Is to prepare us to
do research and write research studies.

Dr. NHcGee recommendad that ws choosa a research topic to which we have a
direct relationship. For this reason, | chose the time requirerenta mandated
to our ESL prograa.

| have outlined my project as instructed in the "Guidelines for Conducting
Ressarch” provided by CSISD, If you need more information, please contact
rRe.,

| appreciate your conslderat!ion.

Respect ful ly,

Roblin Oberg
ESL Teacher
Uakuood Hiddle School

43
e v e
@E%B L0 U



35
APPENDIX B

RESEARCH LETTER OF PERMISSION

College Station 1.5.D.

Office of Instruction
“Abways for Childrex"
Memorandum )
To: Robin Oberg {. .-~

From: John P. Rouse \ff.l‘\
Subject: Research Request
Date: October 11, 1993

The research review committee met and approved your request to
conduct research in our district. We will be interested in your results.

Please be sure to send us a copy of your findings.

Good luck with your research.
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APPENDIX C
LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

November 8, 1993
Dear Teacher:

The altached questionnalre s for use in a study of time requirements for ESL. The Research
Review Committee of CSISD has approved research on this topic.

All first grade teachers in College Station ISD were chosen to complete this survey because
the study focuses on first grade ESL students. kis ﬁonant thatJ:u complete the survey and
retun ko the ESL teacher on your campus by Wednesday, November 10. Do not wrie
your name on the questionnaire. Al individual responses are confidential. Any data

will be reported as grouped data. Results of the study will be completed by the first week in
December and will be avaltable from the CSISD Office of Curriculum and Instruction.

Circlo only one answer per question, and fill in blanks where appropriate. Add comments
at the bottom of the questionnaire aboutany question that is unclear.

Thanks for your cooperation,

Robin
ESL Tm
College Station ISD
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APPENDIX D
ESL TME REQUIREMENTS QUESTIONNAIRE

DIRECTIONS: Please circle or answer all Retns that apply to you.

1. Howmany years have you taught first grade

at this school? A. 1-3 B. 4.9 C. 10+
2. Have you had any ESL methods bining? A. yes B. no
3. Have you had any ESL students in your class

while teaching first grade at this school? A. yes B. no

4. Since ESL ls a pullout prograrn at your school,
of the two cholces given, how long would you prefsr
for students to be pulled from your class everyday ? A  45min  B. 80min

5. From which of these subject s would you A. sclence  B. reading
recommend the student be pulled to attend ESL?
C. ;argguage D. social studies

i you have ESL students in you class, now, or have ever had any ESL students, answer
questions 6-8. I not, stop here.

6. Fyou have had ESL students In your class, were
they pulled out of class for ESL Instruction every day?  A. yes B. no

7. How would you descrbe the overall grade average

of the ESL students while they were in your A. 100-80 B. 89-80 C. 78-70 D. below
classroom?
8. Kthey were pulled outfor ESL instruction dally,
about how many minutes were they out of your A 45min. B.90min.  C.other
room every day? ‘
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Table 6
Percentage Responses for 45 Minute

ESL Pull-Out Programs
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Percentage Responses for 90 Minute

ESL Pull-Out Programs
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Percentage Responses for Other

ESL Pull-Qut Programs
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Table 9
Percentage Responses for ESL 45 Minute

Pull-Out Program Preference
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Table 10
Percentage Responses for ESL 90 Minute

Pull-Out Program Preference
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Table 12

Descriptive Data/IPT Gains in 45

Minute ESL Classes

Diata File: Copy of ESL Sizedachiey.
Variable: [PT GAINS 45 (Observations: 13

Mimmurn: Q.00 Haximum: 50.00
Range 5000 Median: 4000
Moan, Z72.05 Standard Error 287

Wartange: 15974
Standard Dewviation: 1377
Coefficient of Variation: 4164
Skewness -1 27 burtosis: Q37
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Table 13 .

Descriptive Data/IPT Gains in 90

Minute ESL Classes

Data File: Copy of ESL Size/Achiey

Varighle: IPT GAINS 90  Ohbservations: 17
Minirmum: -10.00 Maximutmn: 40.00
Fahnge 5000 Mediane 1000
Mear: 1529 Standard Error: 285
VAartance 251 47

Standard Deviation: 1585

Coefficient of Variation: 102 AU

Skewness Q20 burtasis, -128
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Table 14
Descriptive Data/ITBS Reading in

45 Minute ESL Classes

Oata File: Copy of ESL SizedAchiey.
Variable: [|TBS READAS Observationz: 13

Minirmum: 7.00 FMaxitnurm:

(RN |
[N IRV
—

Fange: 7200 Medianr  G32.00
Maan: 5500 Standard Error 634
Yarance 2207

Standard Deviation: 22485
Coefficient of Yariation: 4155
Skewness:  -030 Furtosis -Q67
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Table 15

Descriptive Data/ITBS Reading in

90 Minute ESL Classes

Data File: Copy of ESL Size/Achiey.
“Yariable: 1TBS READSQ  Observations: 17

Minimum: 5.00 Maxir num 50.00
Ratge 7500 Mediat 54010
Mean: 4554 Standard Errar 598
Wariance: BT 8T

Standard Deviation: 2463

Coefficient of Variation: S4.12

Shewhess -0 25 Furtasis: - 1.3

Q7
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Table 16

Descriptive Data/ITBS Language in

45 Minute ESL Classes

Qats Fite: Copy of ESL SizesAchiey,
Yariabie: |TBS LANG4S 0Ot

Minimurn: 1.00 Ma=irmurm: 29,00
Sange HE 00 Median a7 00

28
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Table 17

Descriptive Data/ITBS Language in

90 Minute ESL Classes

Data Filew Copy of ESL Size/Achiey.
Yariable:  ITBS LANG El Observations: 17

i1 i it 1700 fax 1 m U
=5 e St 00 Madia

).
fa 0
P

Maan 5418 Standard Errar. © 45
WaEriance SioT
Standard Deviation: 2 2.-'.' £
Coafficient of Yariation: 4171

Skewwness 043X Furtosys 032
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T e
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